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THE  COLUMBIA  POINT  PUBLIC  HOUSING  PROJECT 
A  PROPOSAL  FOR  REVITALIZATION 

INTRODUCTION 


The  Columbia  Point  Housing  Project  v.'as  constructed  in  1954  at 
a  total  cost  of  $20.2  million,  and  is  the  Boston  Housing  Authority's 
largest  project.   Located  on  a  peninsula  which  it  shares  with  the 
new  campus  of  the  University  of  Massachusetts  and  an  abandoned  shop- 
ping mall  the  project  itself  consists  of  1499  dwelling  units  in  27 
separate  buildings  on  a  40  acre  site.   There  are  15  seven  story 
elevator  buildings  and  12  three  story  walkup  buildings.   Although 
heralded  at  the  time  of  construction  as  physically  and  socially 
innovative  housing  for  Boston,  over  the  years  the  project  has 
steadily  deteriorated  to  the  point  where  it  is  nov/  one  of  the  Housing 
Authority's  most  costly,  poorly  maintained,  and  socially  troubled 
projects.   It  has  in  short  outlived  its  usefulness  as  housing  to  all 
but  the  most  desperate  of  families. 

Given  its  current  state  of  deterioration,  the  project  must  be 
fundamentally  substantially  altered  in  character  if  it  is  to  once 
again  provide  satisfactory  housing  for  lower  income  persons. 
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Any  proposal  for  substantial  change  at  Columbia  Point  must 
consider  not  only  the  physical  problems  of  the  buildings  and  dwell- 
ing units  themselves  but  also  the  social  and  environmental  problems 
long  associated  with  the  project,  since  the  desirability  of  the 
project  as  a  place  to  live  has  been  almost  completely  offset  by  a 
high  crime  rate,  a  lack  of  community  facilities  and  other  factors. 

In  fact,  the  difficulties  of  residing  at  Columbia  Point  have 
become  so  great  even  for  those  whose  choice  of  housing  is  very 
limited  that  for  several  years  approximately  one-third  of  the  apart- 
ments have  remained  vacant  and  attrition  still  continues.   Currently 
less  than  800  of  the  units  are  occupied  by  families  and  135  by  govern- 
mental, social  service  and  medical  agencies,  570  units  are  listed  as 
vacant,  and  many  of  these  have  been  vandalized  to  the  point  where  the 
Housing  Authority  cannot  afford  to  make  them  available  for  occupancy. 

Although  at  one  time  the  population  of  Columbia  Point  v;as 
fairly  representative  of  Boston's  public  housing  tenancy,  increasingly 
over  the  past  decade  the  project  has  been  housing  a  higher  percentage 
of  families  with  potential  social  problems  than  do  other  Housing 
Authority  projects.   For  example,  75.6%  of  the  families  depend  on 
welfare  as  their  only  source  of  income,  average  income  is  only  $3450, 
and  76%  of  the  families  are  female-headed. 
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TABLE  I 
Family  Profile  Data 


Index 


Median  Family  Income 
Unem.ployment  rate 


Persons  in  Families 
below  Poverty  level 
Persons  over  16  years 
in  Labor  force 


Black  population 
Spanish- speaking 
population 
Median  Age 


Children  under  5 


Juveniles,  6-17  years 


Average  Household  Size 


Columbia  Point 


Elderly,  65  &  over 


Female-headed  Households 
Median  School  Years 
completed 


$4,107 


10% 


95% 


60% 


10% 


14  years 


17^ 


4  4% 


Dorchester 


4.03 


$8,395 


4.7% 


86% 


59% 


33% 


7& 


25  years 


14% 


25% 


3.31 


9% 


43^ 


10.3  years 


11.6  years 


Boston 


$9,133 


4.3% 


58% 


16! 


3% 


28  years 


9% 


19% 


2.76 


13% 


12  . 1  years 


Source:   Columbia  Point  Development  Study.  Harvard-Columbia  Point 
Planning  Workshop,  1975. 
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Columbia  Point  is  also  a  costly  project  for  the  Housing  Authority 
to  operate  with  an  annual  operating  deficit  of  approximately  $700,000, 
and  a  subsequent  need  for  a  higher  per  unit  operating  subsidy  than 
any  other  BIIA  project.   Incomes  are  among  the  lowest  in  the  Authority 
and  expenses  for  many  reasons  are  among  the  highest.   The  annual  drain 
on  the  Authority  further  compounds  the  problems  of  coping  v.'ith  even 
basic  maintenance  at  the  project. 

Given  the  limitations  on  operating  subsidies  (particularly  in 
light  of  U.  S.  Department  of  Housing  and  Urban  Development's  decision 
to  adopt  a  prototype  formula  for  setting  subsidy  levels  which  discrimi- 
nates against  projects  such  as  Columbia  Point) ,  the  very  limited  rent 
paying  ability  of  project  tenants,  and  the  physical  conditions  at  the 
project,  the  BHA  is  clearly  unable  to  alter  the  situation  appreciably 
under  its  current  arrangements  with  HUD.   Both  modernization  funding  in 
the  amount  of  $6.34  million  approved  for  FY  1975  and  TPP  funding  of 
$2.04  million  will  obviously  be  of  great  assistance.   However, 
estimates  of  what  would  be  necessary  to  totally  upgrade  the  apartments 
to  minimal  levels  of  acceptability  range  at  least  $25  million.   So 
as  not  to  continue  to  pour  m.oney  into  the  project  for  the  purpose  of 
assisting  Columbia  Point  merely  to  hold  its  own,  the  Authority  feels 
that  with  the  modernization  and  TPP  funding  as  a  start,  a  way  can  be 
found  to  truly  turn  both  the  project  itself  and  the  entire  peninsula 
around.   The  proposed  program  follows: 
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PROPOSED  PROGIUVM  '^ 

Despite  its  glaring  deficiencies  as  a  residential  environment, 
the  project  is  only  22  years  old,  very  solidly  constructed,  and  oc- 
cupies a  superb  location  on  the  Columbia  Point  Peninsula.   The  new 
campus  of  the  University  of  Massachusetts  has  begun  to  change  the 
negative  image  associated  with  the  area  and  for  the  first  tim.e  in  two 
decades  opportunities  for  further  development  are  beginning  to  present 
themselves . 

In  19  74  a  task  force  of  government  agencies  and  cominunity  organi- 
zations prepared  long  range  development  policies  for  Columbia  Point 
which  emphasized  that  the  present  conditions  in  the  area  need  not 
continue  and  that  the  peninsula  has  the  potentia.1  of  becoming  a  new 
and  viable  community  serving  a  broad  range  of  incomes.   The  proposal 
outlined  herein  would  not  preclude  further  development  of  the  peninsula, 
and  could  well  represent  the  first  stage  of  a  major  revitalization 
program. 

One  of  the  most  critical  elements  of  the  long  range  program  was 
the  substantial  upgrading,  including  m.ajor  redesign,  of  the  housing 
project  itself  to  provide  a  more  positive  environment  for  low  and 
moderate  incom.e  families.   The  revitalization  of  the  peninsula  as  a 
whole  is  an  agreed-upon  goal  of  all  parties  who  participated  in  the 
1974  study  and  the  BHA  does  not  wish  to  delay  in  helping  to  reshape 
the  Columbia  Point  project,  particularly  in  light  of  Boston's  shortage 
of  decent  low  rent  units  and  the  difficulties  in  constructing  new  low- 
rent  family  housing.   Clearly,  with  a  commitment  of  $8  million  in 
modernization  and  TPP  funding,  the  Authority  has  established  the  reno- 
vation of  Columbia  Point  as  a  priority. 
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Necessary  elements  in  accomplishing  the  task  would  include  a  mix 
of  the  following  actions: 

1)  a  reduction  in  the  overall  density  of  the  project  through 
selective  dem.olition  of  a  limited  number  of  existing  buildings 

2)  repair  and  renovation  of  all  remaining  apartment  interiors 
including  the  creation  of  larger  apartments  by  combining 
two  or  more  smaller  ones. 

3)  new  landscaping,  play  space,  waterfront  access,  street  light- 
ing and  exterior  finish  as  part  of  an  overall  design  program. 

4)  creation  of  private  open  space  for  as  many  units  as  possible. 

5)  the  creation  of  a  social  setting  more  amenable  to  family  life 
including  a  more  workable  ratio  of  families  with  social  prob- 
lems and  a  higher  proportion  of  moderate  incom.e  tenants. 

6)  the  establishment  of  a  new  mode  of  management  involving  the 
active  participation  of  tenants  to  a  far  greater  degree  than 
is  now  the  case. 
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FUNDING 

The  major  renovation  program  proposed  herein  requires  a  heavy- 
capital  investment  plus  the  assurance  of  a  continuing  housing  subsidy 
to  sustain  a  low  and  moderate  income  tenancy.   At  the  current  time, 
the  most  promising  source  of  funding  for  housing  production  and  subsidy 
is  the  Section  8  program  of  HUD.   Under  the  Section  8  program,  HUD  pro- 
vides a  subsidy  representing  the  difference  between  the  market  rent  of 
an  apartment  and  tenant  ability  to  pay,  based  on  15-25%  of  incom.e. 
Both  new  construction  and  substantial  rehabilitation  are  possible  under 
the  program. 

The  conversion  of  an  existing  low  rent  public  housing  project  v/itli 
a  substantial  remaining  debt  to  a  Section  8  project  is  clearly  a  complo:-: 
undertaking,  and  presents  any  number  of  technical,  administrative,  and 
financial  challenges.   The  Authority  feels,  however,  that  only  through 
Section  8  (combined  with  the  already  committed  TPP  and  modernization 
monies)  can  enough  funding  be  generated  to  reshape  the  Columbia  Point 
project  dramatically  enough  to  catalyse  the  realization  of  a  revitalizec" 
peninsula. 

As  Columbia  Point  is  a  costly  project  for  the  EHA,  its  conversion 
to  a  Section  8  project  implies  the  elimination  of  a  heavy  drain  on 
scarce  operating  subsidies  while  at  the  sam.e  tim.e  maintaining  the 
basic  low-rent  character  of  the  project.   The  tenants  also  benefit 
in  that  they  are  effectively  guaranteed  a  higher  level  of  maintenance 

and  major  renovation  under  a  new  financing  sclieme.   It  should  be 

1 

noted  that  the  Section  8  program  has  not  yet  been  made  operational 
with  respect  to  rehabilitation  and  it  is  uncertain  at  this  time  to 


what  extent  the  regulations  will  restrict  or  limit  the  proposal  in 
question.   Determination  that  the  conversion  of  an  already  existing 
housing  project  is  an  appropriate  use  of  Section  8  funds  must  be 
made  immediately.   Of  further  particular  concern  are  possible  restric- 
tions on  income  mix,  term  of  the  subsidy  and  high-rise  limitations. 

As  will  be  discussed  below,  the  substantial  costs  involved  in  a 
complete  transformation  of  the  Columbia  Point  project  would  over-tax 
the  yearly  commitment  of  Section  8  funds  which  the  Boston  Housing 
Authority  could  expect  to  receive  from.  HUD.   To  assure  the  viability 
of  the  concept,  a  special  set-aside  of  funds  from  IIUD  would  be  nec- 
essary to  complete  the  conversion.   The  Authority  is  seeking  special 
Section  8  funding  of  approximately  $3.4  million  to  assure  the  success 
of  this  first  phase  of  peninsula  redevelopment.   Only  with  such  a  set- 
aside  assured  at  the.  outset,  could  the  com.plex  and  costly  tasks  of 
architectural,  physical,  and  social  planning  begin  in  a  positive  and 
realistic  atm,osphere.   Additionally,  a  planning  advance  for  archi- 
tectural and  design  \\'ork  would  also  be  required.   It  is  estim.ated 
that  approximately  $75,000  would  be  necessary  to  complete  a  comprehen- 
sive and  detailed  analysis  of  needed  architectural  and  design  work. 


MECHANISM 
A  nuii±icr  of  possible  alternatives  present  themselves  for  the 
use  of  Section  8  funding  in  transforming  the  Columbia  Point  project. 

•~^A  development  entity  could  purchase  the  project  at  a  price  negotiated 
wijih  HUD.   Its  capital  funds  would  have  to  be  sufficient  to  cover 
renovation  costs  as  v;ell  as  the  cost  of  acquisition.   These  funds 
could  be  raised  in  a  variety  of  ways  ranging  from  private  market  loans 
to  government  backed  bonds.   The  amount  of  capital  would  be  constrained 
by  lending  and/or  borrowing  capacity  and  by  the  requirement  to  produce 
rehabilitated  apartments  whose  rents  fit  v/ithin  the  maximum  fair  market 
rents  established  for  the  Section  8  program.   Finally,  a  commitment 
of  Section  8  funds  for  up  to  100%  of  the  renovated  apartments  would  be 
necessary  to  provide  financial  viability  to  the  proposal.   The  Section  8 
set-aside  would  provide  for  lov;  and  m.oderate  rent  units  in  a  proportion 
to  be  determined,  although  it  is  hoped  that  a  substantial  number  of 
moderate  incom.e  fam.ilies  would  be  attracted  to  a  nev.'  Columbia  Point. 
The  actual  mix  will  depend  upon  many  factors,  but  in_  any  ca_se,  the^  pre- 
d  om  i  n  a  jQi t numljer__o f __  un it s  „woul d  remain  as  ye r y__lov\^_  r en_t . 

r^j)   The  BHA_prop_oses  to  develop  the  prqje_ct_j^j^lf.ja.ndei:-~i:hie-E.HA-ownar 
option  of_the  Section  8  program.,  raising  its  own  ^pital  through.. reyeinue 
bonds_.   Alternatively,  a  spin-off  of  the  Housing  Authority  or  some  other 
form  of  eligible  Section  8  applicant  could  be  established  for  the  expresr 
purpose  of  renovating  the  project.   CrJ-tJ-C^ajL  to,  this  method,.,!  s_J:he 
passage  of  proposed  state  legislation  gu^rarrteeijaj  the  bonds  issued  by 
l^oaljTiOU_sing_3jjthorjLti^^  ij2_  Ma  s§achujelrts  .^'Alternatively ,  a  public  or 
private  development  entity  could  purchase  the  project  from  the  Housing 
Authority  with  capital  secured  through  private  or  the  Massachusetts 
Housing  Finance  Agency  mortgage  financing. 

In  any  event,  the  mechanism  for  development  is  a  complicated  issue 
which  would  become  one  of  the  first  issues  to  be  resolved  if  the  subsidy 
funds  requested  in  this  proposal  are  made  available. 
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ACQUISITION  OF  THE  HOUSING  PROJECT 

There  appears  to  be  litle  precedent  for  the  transfer  of  an  exist- 
ing public  housing  project  to  a  public  or  a  private  developer  nor  even 
for  the  conversion  of  an  existing  project  to  an  alternative  form  of 
low-rent  housing.   Accordingly,  negotiations  with  HUD  will  be  required 
to  work  out  a  sales  agreement.   Critical  to  any  agreement  with  KUD  is 
the  sales  price.   At  the  current  time,  approximately  $12  million  in 
debt  remains  outstanding  on  Columbia  Point--modernization  accounts  for 
an  additional  $3  million  in  debt.   This  figure  may  serve  as  a  useful 
point  of  departure  for  estimating  value  but  a  sale  at  this  price  simply 
increases  the  Section  8  subsidy  cost  necessary  for  project  viability 
and  indeed  HUD  and  the  BHA ' s  interests  might  better  be  served  if  debt- 
service  v;ere  completely  forgiven  or  at  least  if  an  alternative  method, 
such  as  appraised  value,  were  used. 

The  fair  market  value  of  the  project  as-is  would  probably  differ 
markedly  from  the  $12  million  figure.   V\'ere  the  project  sold  for  sub- 
stantially less  than  the  amount  of  outstanding  debt,  bondholders  would 
still  have  to  be  paid  over  the  originally  scheduled  40  year  life  of 
the  project.   A  precedent  of  sorts  for  HUD  forgiveness  of  debt  would 
appear  to  be  the  case  of  the  Pruitt-Igoe  housing  project  in  St.  Louis 
where  several  structures  have  actually  been  demolished  while  Annual 
Contributions  continue  to  be  paid  to  the  St.  Louis  Housing  Authority 
for  debt  service  on  non-existent  buildings.   For  purposes  of  analysis 
in  this  proposal  however,  the  $12  million  figure  has  been  used  in  de- 
termining financial  feasibility  (the  $3  million  in  modernization, 
Vv'hich  will  be  augmeted  by  the  recently  received  m.odernization  and  TPP 
funds,  would  be  left  on  the  books).   Nonetheless,  forgiveness  of  the 
outstanding  debt  would  greatly  reduce  the  Section  8  subsidy  require- 
ments . 
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PRELIMINARY  DESIGN  DIRECTIONS  AND  POTENTIAL  COSTS 
Although  the  up-front  commitment  of  Section  8  subsidy  funds 
would  be  a  condition  of  undertaking  serious  architectural,  p]anning, 
and  social  studies,  some  preliminary  work  has  already  been  completed 
which  indicates  the  initial  feasibility  of  this  undertaking  and  the 
ultimate  direction  in  which  the  Authority  should  proceed. 

A  study  has  been  undertaken  by  the  Harvard  Graduate  School  of 
Design  v/hich  offers  a  number  of  suggested  alternatives  for  change  at 
Columbia  Point.   Under  (6ne~)such  scheme,  seven  buildings  containing 
588  units,  all  seven  story  elevator,  would  be  demolished,  creating 
new  large  areas  for  both  public  and  private  open  space,  850-900  units 
would  rem.ain  available  for  occupancy  if  no  apartment-combining  v;as 
undertaken.   However,  most  of  the  vacancies  at  the  project  are  in  the 
one-bedroom,  and  two-bedroom  apartments  and  the  units  thcmiselves  are 
extraordinarily  small  by  today's  standards  (a  typical  two-bedroom 
apartment  has  only  600  square  feet) .   A  central  objective  is  to  both  to 
create  larger  apartm.ents  (3  or  more  bedrooms)  and  to  break  through  walls 
between  a  number  of  the  smaller  units  thereby  rearranging  the  space  to 
provide  for  more  comfortable  living  conditions.   Some  possible  archi- 
tectiral  solutions  accompany  this  proposal.   Combining  apartments 
would  reduce  the  number  which  would  remain  in  the  existing  structures 
to  approximately  8  00 . 

An  alternate  scheme  prepared  by  the  Ta_sk_FoZ-Ce .  in  _19J7.3-j_9^^^ 
_po^£d_J;b.e_glilILihation-.of._ti\£ee_tiO,_fg^^  structures ,  and  retain- 

ing approximately  100  0  units  bej,o_re_apartm.ent_combi_nations .   Even  at 
that  time,  occupancy  was  approximately  100  more  units  than  is  the  case 
now.   In  any  event,  further  refinement  of  the  physical  plan  is  of  course 
central  to  the  success  of  converting  the  project  to  Section  8. 
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It  is  estimated  that  to  create  8ClO  mod era^  living  units  ,^  up  to 
$20  million  could  be  necessary  for  construction  alone  ($25,000  per  unit) 
Recent  experiences  of  both  the  Housing  Authority  and  the  Massachusetts 
Housing  Finance  Agency,  indicates  that  gut  rehabilitation  costs  of 
solidly  constructed  structures  such  as  those  at  Columbia  Point  would 
approximate  $21  -  23,000  excluding  land  per  unit.   In  the  Mission  Hill 
housing  project  in  1974,  the  BHA  spent  approximately  $45,000  in  cre- 
ating five  apartments  from  nine  units,  containing  21  bedrooms. 
Columbia  Point  renovation  if  accomplished  under  Section  8  would  be  much 
more  costly  as  the  room  sizes  are  extremely  small  and  more  elaborate 
alterations  would  be  required  if  the  project  is  to  "compete"  on  the 
market,  as  Section  8  intends.   In  addition  to  interior  renovations, 
substantial  sitev;ork  is  required  as  is  the  creation  of  private  open 
spaces  for  ground  floor  units. 

From  the  $20  million  constructio_n  estimate,  the  $8  million  re- 
cently allocated  to  the^BHA  through  TPP  and._ir.odernization  could  be  de- 
ducted.   The  BHA  would  use  the  TPP  and  modernization  funds  in  a  manner 
consistent  with  the  longer  range  objectives  of  conversion  to  Section  8 
—  indeed  as  a  first  step  demonstration  to  the  residents  that  major  im^- 
provements  to  their  environment  are  possible.   The  addition  of  these 
funds  would  reduce  the  capital  outlay  necessary  to  carry  out  a  revitali- 
zation  effort  to  approximately  $12  m.illion  or  $15,000  per  unit.   If  out- 
standing debt  must  be  included  in  project  cost  these  figures  would  rise 
to  $24  million  and  $30,000  per  unit  respectively. 

However,  even  a  $30,000  per  unit  project  for  800  units  would  pro- 
duce rents  well  within  the  range  established  for  the  Section  8  Housing 
Assistance  Payments  program.   Were  the  BHA  to  float  its  ov;n  bonds  at 
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approximately  6%  interest  (if  backed  by  the  Commonwealth  of  Massa- 
chusetts) and  v;ere  the  tax-exempt  status  of  the  development  to  remain 
in  force,  an  average  rent  of  $355.07  per  unit  month  would  be  required 
to  carry  the  project.   The  Fair  Market  Rent  in  Boston  for  a  two  bedroom, 
unit  in  a  walkup  structure  is  $385  per  month  and  for  a  three  bedroom 
unit  is  $423  per  month,  well  above  what  would  be  required  to  amortize 
the  new  development.   Examples  of  several  possible  financial  m.odels 
accompany  this  proposal. 

The  m.aximum  Section  8  set-aside  requested  herein  can  be  computed 
by  assuming  that  the  800  units  remaining  would  be  occupied  by  families 
with  very  limited  paying  capacity.   At  an  average  contract  rent  of 
$355  per  unit  month,  the  ACC  set-aside  for  800  units  would  approximate 
$3.4  m.illion  annually.   Actual  subsidy  requirem.ents  would  approximate 
$2.6  million  annually  ($270  per  fam.ily  per  month)  if  one  assumes  an 
average  rent-paying  capacity  of  $85  per  family  per  month.   (Actual 
average  rent  in  1974-75  is  $71  PUM) .   This  assumes  that  a  number  of 
moderate  income  families  are  attracted  to  the  project.   If  a  greater 
number  of  units  were  occupied  by  families  with  somewhat  higher  incomes, 
the  subsidy  needs  would  drop  proportionately  and  we  could  assume  a 
potentially  lower  level  of  subsidy  of  perhaps  $2.4  m.illion  per  year. 
At  the  outset,  however,  a  valid  assumption  would  be  that  the  develop- 
ment in  its  early  years  would  be  predominately  very  low  income  in 
character  until  some  of  its  previously-acquired  negative  image  can  be 
overcome . 
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The  City  of  Boston  will  receive  a  suggested  (by  HUD)  direct 
appropriation  of  $5.9  million  in  Section  8  funds  for  FY  1975.   This 
includes  whatever  will  be  spent  in  Boston  by  the  Massachusetts  Housing 
Finance  Agency  and  the  Department  of  Community  Affairs  which  have  a 
combined  allocation  of  $16  million  out  of  the  $30  million  state-wide 
allocation.   It  is  currently  estim.ated  that  MHFA  could  approach  the 
total  suggested  Boston  allocation  just  by  funding  projects  which  have 
been  in  its  pipeline  for  the  past  year. 

There  is  currently  a  tremendous  demand  in  the  City  of  Boston  for 
Section  8  funds,  due  in  part  to  HUD '  s  2  1/2  year  moratorium  on  new  and 
rehabilitated  housing.   An  allocation  of  several  million  dollars  to  a 
public  housing  project  already  at  its  lovi   rent  lGvel--albGit  unsatisf actc: 
housing  from  every  consideration--is  im.possible  to  obtain  given  other 
pressures  for  funds.   Accordingly,  the  BHA  would  require  a  special  alloca- 
tion of  Section  8  authorization  from.  HUD  in  order  to  make  the  Colum.bia 
Point  proposal  viable. 
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DEVELOPMENT  ENTITY 

Traditional  public  housing  projects  are  financed  with  bonds  sold 
by  the  Housing  Authority  with  HUD  assuming  the  full  debt  service  under 
a  4  0  year  agreement',  the  Annual  Con tribjtit. ions  Contract .   The  Section  8 
subsidy  can  be  backed  by  an  ACC  in  the  case  of  a  PHA-owner  project 
to  bring  monthly  rents  down  to  a  low  income  level  but  makes  no  provi- 
sion as  such  for  financing  the  initial  development.   If  the  BHA  is  to 
undertake  the  revitalization  of  the  Columbia  Point  project  by  itself 
as  an  ov.'ner  through  the  Section  8  mechanism,  it  v^ill  have  to  issue 
bonds  in  its  own  name  which  do  not  carry  the  Federal  guarantee  in- 
herent in  the  old  ACC. 

Such  an  unsecured  bond  v;ould  either  be  extrem.ely  difficult  to 
sell  on  the  open  market  and  would  undoubtedly  carry  a  relatively  high 
interest  rate.   To  counter  this  problem,  the  BITA  is  hopeful  of  the 
early  passage  of  legislation  v/hich  it  has  proposed  to  the  State  legis- 
lature which  would  provide  a  state  guarantee  of  either  bonds  or  notes 
issued  by  a  housing  authority  to  finance  Section  8  projects.   The 
legislation  has  received  a  favorable  report  from  the  joint  House-Senate 
Urban  Affairs  Comm.ittee  and  is  nov;  pending  in  the  Senate  Ways  and  Means 
Comm.ittee.   Passage  is  hoped  for  later  in  the  session.   With  the  ap- 
proval of  this  legislation,  the  BHA  would  have  the  where\\?ithal  to  de- 
velop, renovate,  and  manage  the  program  proposed  herein. 

An  alternative  mechanism  would  be  the  developraent  of  the  proposal 
through  procedures  of  the  Massachusetts  Housing  Finance  Agency.   Under 
this  alternative  a  quasi-public,  non-profit  public  or  private  firm 
would  purchase  the  project  from  the  BHA,  secure  a  mortgage  from  MHFA 
at  a  below  market  interest  rate,  and  utilize  som.e  of  the  Section  8 
subsidy  which  has  been  made  available  to  MHFA.   Failing  BHA  efforts 
to  develop  the  project  directly,  this  alternative  route  remains  a 
viable  option. 
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A  number  of  fundamental  changes  in  management  must  necessarily 
be  considered  as  integral  to  the  success  of  this  endeavor.   Most  sig- 
nificantly, a  great  deal  more  responsibility  for  the  successful  managemen: 
of  the  project  will  be  placed  on  the  tenants.   VJith  physical 
changes  designed  to  foster  a  closer  relationship  between  tenants  and 
the  environment,  such  an  increase  in  responsibility  should  become 
attainable.   Many  of  the  problems  of  m.anagement  have  stemmed  from  the 
lack  of  proprietary  concern  of  tenants  v/ith  respect  to  the  project.   If 
this  situation  can  be  turned  around,  effective  management  should  be  m.ore 
easily  realized. 

Several  possible  mechanisms  for  improving  the  managem.ent  of  the 
project  through  a  new  and  greatly  increased  role  for  the  tenants  will 
be  evaluated  while  renovation  v/ork  is  being  undertaken,  ranging  from 
BHA  managem.ent  with  improved  resident  patrols  and  councils  to  p.rivate 
management c;^^  to  actual  tenant_majiagement . ..  If  the  project  itself  is 
indeed  to  be  given  physically  a  fresh  start,  the  m.anagement  of  the 
project  m.ust  also  be  approached  in  a  similar  vein. 
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Financial  Models 


Total  Development  Cost  (per  unit)  =  $30,000 

6%  interest  on  40  years 

Monthly  mortgage  payment  $165.07 

Operating  cost  PUM  .  145.00 

Reserve  for  replacement  (15%)  45.00 

$355.07 


Fair  Market  Rent  for  Boston  -  New  and  Substantial  Rehabilitation 

Bedrooms 


0 

1 

2 

3 

4  or  more 

VJalkup 

267 

334 

385 

423 

486 

Semi-detached 

334 

406 

515 

566 

Elevator 

312 

356 

428 

Subsidy  ca 

Iculation  - 

-  I 

Contract  Rent  $355.07 

Tenant  Share  85.00 


$270.07  per  unit 
month 


AC^_aJLlacation    re5uire_d  __  $355.0  7„X,.  8  0  0._X-.12_-._,$  3,408,67  2  y  "^ 
"subsidy    required  $270.07    X    800    X    12    =    $2,592,672 

Subsidy  calculation  -  II 

Contract  Rent  $355.07 

Tenant  Share  HO-OO 

$245.07 

Subsidy  required  $252.90  X  800  X  12  =  $2,427,840 
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CONCLUSION 


The  BHA  firmly  believes  that  the  potential  for  radical  change  at 
the  Columbia  Point  housing  project  is  strong.   To  allow  the  current 
situation  of  spiraling  deficits,  increasing  crime,  continuing  vacan- 
cies, and  snowballing  deterioration  v/hen  the  potential  exists  to 
deal  with  these  problem.s  would  be  irresponsible,   With  proper  support 
from  HUD  in  the  form  of  a  substantial  Section  8  set-aside  and  forgive- 
ness of  outstanding  debt  on  the  project,  the  task  can  begin.   With  a 
revitalized  housing  project  serving  a  mix  of  income  groups,  the 
dream  of  m.ajor  new  development  on  adjacent  land  on  the  peninsula 
can  move  that  much  closer  to  reality. 
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